Science vs. Faith - Still a False Dichotomy: A Short Reply to Arnold Sikkema by Walicord, Sacha
Volume 48 Number 4 Article 5 
June 2020 
Science vs. Faith - Still a False Dichotomy: A Short Reply to Arnold 
Sikkema 
Sacha Walicord 
Dordt University, sacha.walicord@dordt.edu 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcollections.dordt.edu/pro_rege 
 Part of the Christianity Commons, and the Higher Education Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Walicord, Sacha (2020) "Science vs. Faith - Still a False Dichotomy: A 
Short Reply to Arnold Sikkema," Pro Rege: Vol. 48: No. 4, 35 - 37. 
Available at: https://digitalcollections.dordt.edu/pro_rege/vol48/iss4/5 
This Feature Article is brought to you for free and open access by the University Publications at Digital Collections 
@ Dordt. It has been accepted for inclusion in Pro Rege by an authorized administrator of Digital Collections @ 
Dordt. For more information, please contact ingrid.mulder@dordt.edu. 
Pro Rege—June 2020     35 
Science vs. Faith—Still a False 
Dichotomy: A Short Reply to 
Arnold Sikkema
In his short tale “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” 
Danish author Hans Christian Andersen tells a tale 
about two devious weavers who convince their em-
peror to buy an exquisite set of unique new clothes 
from them. These clothes are supposedly made of 
the finest fabric, which, according to them, was 
invisible to people who were unintelligent, simplis-
tic, or outright stupid. Of course, nobody, not even 
the emperor himself, can see the extravagant new 
clothes because, of course, they do not exist. And 
when he prances naked through the streets, think-
ing that he is wearing these exclusive new clothes, 
no one dares to say anything out of fear of being 
looked at as a simplistic fool. Finally, a child blurts 
out, “But he isn’t wearing anything!” And slowly 
the townsfolk begin to chime in. Eventually even 
the emperor himself realizes his nakedness but con-
tinues his procession in order to save face.
When I read Dr. Sikkema’s Letter to the Editor in 
Pro Rege1, I have to admit that I was quite shocked, 
both by its condescending tone and lack of sub-
stance. For a while now, I have been feeling like 
the little child in Andersen’s tale who can clearly 
see what is going on, but who is stunned as to why 
nobody speaks up in light of much of the pseudo-
intellectual humbug that goes under the label of 
science and philosophy at many of our colleges and 
universities. In comparing myself to that child in 
Andersen’s tale, I will, of course, not object to Dr. 
Sikkema’s assertion that there are much smarter 
people than I who could much better debate on the 
issue at hand. I have no problem whatsoever accept-
ing this assertion. There are surely many scholars 
who could jump into this discussion and thereby 
unmask the ever-increasing liberal and anti-biblical 
bias, which has infiltrated our churches and univer-
sities under the guise of “Reformed” philosophy or 
theology. For quite some time I have been hoping 
for such great minds to speak up, but I have been 
waiting in vain and therefore, just like the little un-
educated child in Andersen’s story, I began to speak 
up with hopes that smarter people who are also 
seeing many of our institutions of higher learning 
depart from the Word of God would follow. 
I was proven right, and I read with great joy Dr. 
Klautke’s very thoughtful reply2 to Dr. Sikkema’s 
rant, in the previous edition of Pro Rege. The reason 
that I have begun to speak up (and write) over the 
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last few years is because I am afraid that we, as his-
torically Reformed institutions of higher learning, 
are in the process of falling victim to a mindset that 
has a very low view of the Word of God and a very 
high view of man.3 A related and alarming occur-
rence is that anybody who even begins to challenge 
this theologically liberal mindset will immediately 
be attacked, ridiculed, and have his reputation tar-
nished, if not destroyed. This has repeatedly been 
my own experience and has been reinforced again 
after Ben Hayes and I had “Science vs. Faith—The 
great false dichotomy” published in Pro Rege.4 Dr. 
Sikkema’s ad hominem attack is a microcosm of the 
atmosphere that I fear proves that academic free-
dom and respectful discourse have been for a large 
part deserted in our colleges. Yes, I am increasingly 
concerned about academic freedom at Reformed 
universities in North America.
I urge the interested reader to re-read Sikkema’s 
letter and ask himself what arguments he actually 
brought to the table. Amidst the self-adulation, in-
nuendos, and ad-hominem attacks, there is no co-
gent line of reasoning. And yet, I have heard reports 
of colleagues of his persuasion high-fiving each 
other in university hallways over Sikkema’s attack. 
But my question remains: where is the substance? 
Where is one single meaningful argument in his 
letter? He even goes so far as to deny the doctrine 
of the perspicuity of Scripture by saying that there 
is no such thing as a plain reading of Scripture. 
But if there is no plain reading of God’s inerrant 
and infallible Word, then there is no plain reading 
of any text; and if there is no plain reading of any 
text, then language has lost its meaning and func-
tion. It is exactly at this point where Sikkema woe-
fully contradicts himself, because he does expect us 
to able to apply a plain reading to his letter to the 
editor; otherwise he wouldn’t have written it.5 I do 
not think that I have to deal much further with the 
content of his letter,  firstly, because of its aforemen-
tioned lack of substance and secondly,  because Dr. 
Klautke has patiently and exhaustively dealt with 
all of its innuendoes and platitudes. 
The reason that  Sikkema did not present any ar-
guments is because there simply are none. Nobody 
with even a cursory knowledge of basic philosophy 
would ever dispute the fact that presuppositions di-
rect all of our thinking. Sikkema is an intelligent 
and educated man, and he knows that what Ben 
Hayes and I presented in our article is nothing 
but basic presuppositionalism applied to science. 
I also don’t think that he has a problem with the 
substance of our article, but only with its applica-
tion to the natural sciences in particular. Being 
the scholar that he is, he knows exactly what this 
means, namely, that we cannot do any science apart 
from the Word of God and that the inerrant propo-
sitional Word trumps our fallible interpretation of 
fallen creation.6 What this means for the dearly-
held hypothesis of biological Macroevolution7 in 
the natural sciences or for the academically beloved 
philosophy of Neo-Marxism8 in the social sciences, 
I hope I don’t have to explain to the interested read-
er. The simple fact that many of my colleagues do 
not want to admit is that we need some form of iner-
rancy in order to think rationally. We need an abso-
lute standard by which we conduct our endeavor 
of interpreting and researching reality. This most 
basic worldview foundation is always and necessar-
ily held by faith, as it must be used to even begin 
to conduct any thinking or research process. If the 
inerrant Word of God is not this standard, then 
it must be something else. Therefore, I am fight-
ing tooth and nail against the increasingly popu-
lar notion (particularly popular amongst Neo-
Kuyperians) of (re-) interpreting Scripture through 
our (fallen) interpretation of (fallen) general revela-
tion, and not the other way around. If we do that, 
then we,9 and not God’s inerrant, propositional 
Word, are the highest standard of truth. If we don’t 
interpret nature through the lens of Scripture, but, 
conversely, interpret Scripture through the lens of 
nature, then according to which worldview do we 
interpret nature, if not the biblical one? In practice 
this would be the worldview of Naturalism with its 
anti-supernatural bias.10 To apply sola scriptura and 
tota scriptura to all human endeavors has always 
been the heart of Reformed thinking. But if we 
turn this biblical model on its head, as apparently 
Dr. Sikkema and many of his colleagues seek to do, 
then we have become humanists and have lost the 
right to call ourselves Reformed. In that case we 
have to be honest and tell university donors and 
parents the truth and not “play pretend” anymore.
Dr. Sikkema kindly let us know that he was 
instrumental in building the Kuyper Scholars 
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Program at Dordt University, and I do not dispute 
his achievement at all. But may I remind him of 
the academic freedom policy in Dordt University’s 
Faculty Handbook,11 which was already in place 
when he worked at our institution?
Academic freedom must also be acknowledged 
and promoted within the institution. The col-
lege must stimulate, not inhibit, genuine Chris-
tian scholarship and teaching. The faculty must 
be free to explore and investigate. Such free-
dom, however, is not to be equated with En-
lightenment philosophy. Individual autonomy, 
the traditional idea of academic freedom, sug-
gests that freedom knows no bounds. This view 
is not acceptable because all perceptions of aca-
demic freedom are, in fact, based on worldviews 
that set parameters for the academic enterprise. 
All scholarship and teaching is governed by an 
allegiance to prior commitments. The Enlight-
enment view of academic freedom is grounded 
in assumptions about individual autonomy that 
exclude institutional and communal claims. 
Unlike secular-religious views of academic free-
dom that do not acknowledge limitations and 
restrictions established by unexpressed assump-
tions, Dordt College boldly maintains that the 
academic freedom on its campus is restricted 
and bounded by the Word of God and a Re-
formed view of academic life as set forth in The 
Educational Task of Dordt College. 
This masterful formulation describes exactly 
what Mr. Hayes and I tried to explain in our origi-
nal paper, namely, that a proper Reformed under-
standing of academic freedom rests on the under-
standing that the norma normans non normata, the 
foundation and limitation of all scientific endeavor, 
must be the Word of God. If we do not follow this 
requirement, we are committing scientific and edu-
cational malpractice and do not deserve to be called 
Reformed or Christian.
There is really not much more to say about this 
issue, although, knowing my intellectual oppo-
nents, I have a feeling that there is more to come. I 
do welcome academic discourse if there are proper 
arguments and not just condescending name-call-
ing and personal attacks. Keep in mind that I am 
just the child, exclaiming that the emperor has no 
clothes.
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